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STONY PO NT _TOAN SUPERVI SOR | NDI CTED
BY U S. FOR BRI BERY AND EMBEZZLEMENT

JAMES B. COWVEY, the United States Attorney for the
Southern District of New York; KEVIN P. DONOVAN, the Assistant
Director I n Charge, Federal Bureau of |Investigation; and M CHAEL E.
BONG ORNO, the District Attorney of Rockland County, announced
this afternoon that a federal grand jury in Wite Plains returned
a two-count Indictnment charging STEVEN M HURLEY, the Town
Supervi sor of Stony Point, New York, with soliciting a bribe from
a contractor and enbezzling Town funds.

According to the Indictnent, HURLEY devised a schene
arising out of the Town of Stony Point’s multimllion-dollar
devel opnent of a golf course. The Indictrment, nuch like the
Complaint filed back on February 10, 2003, when HURLEY was
arrested, relates that a contractor was owed nore than $240, 000 f or
work on the golf course and on a road adjacent to the golf course.

It is alleged that the contractor had made several unsuccessful



efforts to be paid by the tine he was summoned by HURLEY for a
nmeeting in the Supervisor’s Town Hall office on February 6, 2003.

The Indictnment relates that at this neeting, HURLEY
proposed a schenme which called for the contractor to submt three
bills rather than two for work that had actually been conpl eted on
the golf course and the adjacent road. The third bill was to be a
doubl e-billing (for approxi mately $8,500 of work that woul d al r eady
have been accounted for in the bill for the road), and was
ostensibly to be for paynent to the contractor personally, rather
than to the contractor’s conpany. In reality, it is alleged
HURLEY i nstructed the contractor to cash the check issued for this
third bill and return the cash to HURLEY.

The contractor is said to have reported the matter to | aw
enf or cenent authorities and to have cooperated in the
i nvestigation. Pursuant to HURLEY's directions, it is alleged that
the contractor returned to Town Hall on February 10 and presented
HURLEY with three bills: (a) one detailed application for paynment
cl ai m ng $257, 910. 08 for gol f course devel opnent; (b) a set of four
regularly typed conpany invoices, totaling $19,328.21, which
i ncluded an invoice for road rel ated charges of $8,574.86; and (c)
a hand-witten bill on plain paper indicating that paynent was
sought by the contractor personally for “equi pment rental and | abor
for road” in the anount of $8,574. 86. HURLEY is said to have

directed a nmenber of his staff to create a typewitten version of

-



the handwitten bill, after which the latter was torn and
di scar ded.

According to the Indictnment, the newy typewitten bil
was attached to a voucher directing paynent to the contractor
personally. Also attached to that voucher, it is alleged, was a
copy of the very same invoice (for $8,574.86) that had been
attached to, and was ultimately paid as, part of the aforenentioned
$19,328.21 bill. Consequently, paynent of $8,547.86 was all egedly
approved by HURLEY tw ce, and i ssued twi ce, for precisely the sane
wor K.

According to the Indictnment, Town checks were issued for
all three bills. The bills for golf course devel opnent and road
construction were charged against the Capital Account, which is
funded with noney raised by the Town for the golf course by the
sale of bonds. The third bill (i.e., the double-billing for
$8,574.86) was charged to the Town’s General Fund —specifically
the Lieu of Land account.

As the Indictnent explains, the Lieu of Land account is
funded by contributions from developers in lieu of setting aside
| and for parks, as is sonetines required of devel opers. According
to HURLEY' s schene, as outlined in the Indictnent, the Lieu of Land
funds in this instance were to be converted to cash (when the
contractor cashed the check for $8,574.86) and paid directly to

HURLEY.



The Indictnment relates that the contractor, pursuant to
HURLEY' s instructions, met HURLEY in the early afternoon of
February 10 at a location in Town away from HURLEY's Town Hal l
of fice. There, it is alleged that the contractor paid HURLEY
$8,574.86 in cash. According to the Indictnment, HURLEY had the
cash in his car when he was approached by |aw enforcenment agents
shortly afterwards.

HURLEY is charged in Count One of the Indictnent with
soliciting and accepting a bribe. Count Two charges him with
enbezzl enment and with intentionally msapplying Town funds. | f
convicted on the charges in the Indictnent, HURLEY could be
sentenced to a maxi num of 20 years in prison and fined up to
$500, 000.

HURLEY i s schedul ed to be arraigned on the Indictnent in
White Plains federal court on Wdnesday, March 12.

M. COMEY once again praised the cooperative efforts of
the FBI and the O fice of Rockland County District Attorney M CHAEL
E. BONG ORNO

M. COMVEY stated that the corruption investigation is
cont i nui ng.

ANDREW C. McCARTHY, the Chief Assistant United States
Attorney for the Waite Plains Division, and Assistant United States
Attorney STEPHEN J. RITCHIN are in charge of the prosecution.

The charges in the Indictnent are nerely accusations, and
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t he defendant is presumed i nnocent until and unl ess proven guilty.

03-46



